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Summary:

At the October meeting, the Commission requested staff to assess the unfunded needs of partially
programmed STIP projects relative to future programming capacity for individual county shares and the
interregional share over the next several STIP cycles.

The staff’s assessment is summarized in the attached analysis, which displays a ratio of future need to the
current STIP share for each county and for the interregional share.  The analysis suggests that, for the
interregional program, it may take 4 to 5 STIP cycles to fully fund all the projects now partially
programmed.  Within the interregional program, the ratio of need to available share is highest for projects in
the urbanized areas of the North (which have access to no more than 16% of the interregional program).

Seven counties have ratios of need to county share that are higher than the ratio for the interregional
program:  Yuba, Merced, El Dorado, Stanislaus, Napa, Placer, and Nevada.

Background:

At the Commission’s request, Caltrans reported at the October meeting on future funding needs for STIP
projects not currently programmed through construction.  The report included a listing of projects and
indicated that about $7 billion in additional funding would be needed over the next 10 years to complete
project funding.  The report concluded that, “while this may initially seem like a very large number, the
actual demand for new funds at each STIP cycle can be managed.”  The report reiterated the Department’s
support for incremental programming and cited the need for Caltrans and local agencies “to develop and
continually update financial plans for all STIP projects, particularly larger projects with total costs above
$60 or $70 million.”

In preparing the present assessment, staff has used essentially the same project list, also attached to this
item.

Discussion:

The attached analysis calculates a single ratio as a rough measure of the amount of future funding need in
relationship to available STIP share.  In the case of county shares, it is the ratio of the estimated future
funding need to the amount of the current 2002 STIP share.  For example, a ratio of 5 would mean that the
funding need is 5 times the amount of the formula county share for the 2002 STIP.  If costs remained
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unchanged and each future STIP were to make the same amount of new capacity available, it would require
five STIP cycles to complete project funding.  The 5th STIP cycle, the 2010 STIP, would be adding fiscal
years 2013-14 and 2014-15.

The same type of ratio is calculated for the interregional share as a whole and for the two subcategories of
the interregional program with further restrictions, the so-called North Urban and South Urban limits (16%
and 24% of the interregional program, respectively).  Each of these restrictions limits the amount of
programming, North or South, that is either within an urbanized area or otherwise is not on the interregional
road system and is not for an intercity rail or grade separation project.

The ratios identified in the analysis are not an absolute or precise measure.  They do, however, suggest
areas that should receive special attention by the Commission, Caltrans, and regions during the 2002 STIP
cycle.  The need to evaluate project financial plans and future funding arrangements appears greatest in the
interregional program, most especially in the North Urban category, and in the higher ratio counties.  In the
higher ratio counties, regions should also consider future funding prospects before adding new regional
program projects.  The Commission may want to consider future funding viability as a factor when
approving regional transportation improvement programs from these areas for incorporation into the STIP.

The calculations in the analysis used the following assumptions:

•  The project costs came from the earlier Caltrans analysis or from TCR project applications.  Many of
the costs are rough estimates, and the projects may be subject to both cost and scope changes.  Some
projects could be dropped before the funding of construction.

•  The analysis assumes a split of the unfunded need between the ITIP and RTIP for each project.  In the
absence of other information, the split was assumed to be the same as for the project components
already programmed.  These splits are subject to change, and additional project funding may be
provided from non-STIP sources.

•  The 2002 STIP share is used as the denominator for the ratios.  Since future STIPs may have larger or
smaller shares, the ratio is not an absolute measure of the number of STIP cycles required for funding.
The ratios do, however, give a relative measure of demand to available share.



ANALYSIS OF UNFUNDED NEEDS FOR PARTIALLY FUNDED PROJECTS vs
FUTURE PROGRAMMING CAPACITY

ITIP RTIP

Yuba 540,419 318,689 221,730 5,926 37.4
Merced 575,436 346,226 229,210 21,703 10.6
El Dorado LTC 95,297 0 95,297 12,036 7.9
Stanislaus 242,738 0 242,738 34,236 7.1
Napa 69,740 0 69,740 11,542 6.0
Placer TPA 297,350 191,605 105,745 19,198 5.5
Nevada 107,550 53,775 53,775 10,078 5.3
Lake 101,903 70,825 31,078 8,147 3.8
Yolo 58,070 0 58,070 16,485 3.5
Tulare 247,939 106,005 141,934 41,790 3.4
Kern 371,462 88,095 283,367 88,948 3.2
Humboldt 49,009 0 49,009 19,034 2.6
Lassen 35,126 4,837 30,289 12,101 2.5
Shasta 167,227 118,772 48,455 20,555 2.4
San Joaquin 194,396 95,251 99,145 44,208 2.2
Imperial 78,180 7,880 70,300 31,799 2.2
Sutter 39,336 23,336 16,000 7,740 2.1
Inyo 97,933 50,690 47,243 25,811 1.8
Monterey 231,889 168,985 62,904 34,914 1.8
San Bernardino 519,344 278,237 241,107 169,337 1.4
San Luis Obispo 191,326 140,981 50,345 35,536 1.4
Tahoe RPA 6,839 0 6,839 5,150 1.3
Fresno 165,495 75,995 89,500 67,957 1.3
Kings 14,312 0 14,312 13,340 1.1
Mariposa 5,276 0 5,276 4,928 1.1
Plumas 7,777 0 7,777 7,284 1.1
Butte 36,017 16,550 19,467 18,807 1.0
Tehama 9,048 0 9,048 10,318 0.9
Tuolumne 27,584 20,688 6,896 8,433 0.8
Sonoma 30,000 0 30,000 36,843 0.8
Alpine - Amador - Calaveras 25,328 13,811 11,517 16,648 0.7
Alameda 65,933 0 65,933 98,345 0.7
Solano 61,098 43,300 17,798 30,183 0.6
San Diego 274,200 168,700 105,500 198,196 0.5
Modoc 2,430 0 2,430 6,426 0.4
Los Angeles 175,271 123,922 51,349 602,827 0.1
Sacramento 2,400 0 2,400 84,801 0.0
Colusa 4,958 0.0
Contra Costa 477,500 477,500 0 63,743 0.0
Del Norte 4,743 0.0
Glenn 5,293 0.0
Madera 34,220 34,220 0 12,077 0.0
Marin 450,886 450,886 0 18,626 0.0
Mendocino 229,243 229,243 0 17,966 0.0
Mono 19,112 0.0
Orange 15,221 15,221 0 181,767 0.0
Riverside 34,069 34,069 0 130,115 0.0
San Benito 23,279 23,279 0 6,328 0.0
San Francisco 50,254 0.0
San Mateo 51,753 0.0
Santa Barbara 40,600 0.0
Santa Clara 200,000 200,000 0 115,142 0.0
Santa Cruz 20,228 0.0
Sierra 3,429 0.0
Siskiyou 14,275 0.0
Trinity 7,419 0.0
Ventura 38,500 38,500 0 59,562 0.0

Total 6,723,596 4,030,073 2,693,523

Total, Regional Share 2,693,523 2,709,000 1.0

Interregional Share 4,030,073 903,000 4.5
     North Urban limit 659,627 144,480 4.6
     South Urban limit 114,381 216,720 0.5

Assumed Split Ratio of RTIP Need 
to Current Share2002 STIP Share

Future 
Need
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